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1.BackgroundandLiteratureReview
Inrecentyears,teachingstudentstodevelopparagraphslogicalyandtowriteina
mannerthatiseasyforthereadertounderstandhasincreasinglycometobeviewedas
important.Previousresearcheshaveshownthattheuseofconjunctionsincreasesthecohesion
oftextandresultsinwritingthatiseasierforthereadertocomprehend.Furthermore,with
progressinlearnercorpusresearch,moreandmorestudiesarebeingdonethatlookinto
trendsintheuseofconjunctionsinwritingbybothlearnersandnativespeakersofEnglish.
Oneimportantissueistherelationshipbetweenwritingabilityandcohesion.Previous
researcheshavenotyieldedaconsistentconclusion,butmorestudiesseem torecognizea
linkbetweenthetwo.
Numerousstudieshavebeenconductedcomparingcohesionandconjunctionsintextby
learnersofEnglishandnativespeakers(Altenberg& Tapper,1998;Granger& Tyson,1996;
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Haliday& Hasan,1976;Narita,Sato& Sugiura,2004;Narita& Sugiura,2006).
Amongthefirstresearcherstoarguethenecessityofwritinglogicalyconsistenttext
wereHalidayandHasan(1976),whoarguedthattodosoitisimportanttohave・coherence・
in discourseand・cohesion・among sentences.Cohesion in thiscasereferstolinguistic
symbolsthatimpartconsistencytotext,linkseriesofgrammaticalyindependentsentences,
andgivetexturetotext.IntheirCohesioninEnglish,HalidayandHasan(1976)describe
cohesionasfolows.
Butthereisonespecifickindofmeaningrelationthatiscriticalforthecreationoftexture:that
inwhichONEELEMENTISINTERPRETED BY REFERENCETO ANOTHER.Whatcohesion
hastodowithisthewayinwhichthemeaningoftheelementsisinterpreted.Wherethe
interpretationofanyitem inthediscourserequiresmakingreferencetosomeotheritem inthe
discourse,thereiscohesion.(Haliday& Hasan,1976,p.11)
Furthermore,HalidayandHasan(1976)define・text・asfolows.
ThewordTEXTisusedinlinguisticstorefertoanypassage,spokenorwritten,ofwhatever
length,thatdoesform aunifiedwhole.Weknow,asageneralrule,whetheranyspecimenofour
ownlanguageconstitutesaTEXTornot.Thisdoesnotmeantherecanneverbeanyuncertainty.
Thedistinctionbetweenatextandacolectionofunrelatedsentencesisinthelastresortamatter
ofdegree,andtheremayalwaysbeinstancesaboutwhichweareuncertainapointthatis
probablyfamiliartomostteachersfrom readingtheirstudents・compositions.Butthisdoesnot
invalidatethegeneralobservationthatwearesensitivetothedistinctionbetweenwhatistextand
whatisnot.(Haliday& Hasan,1976,p.1)
Putdifferently,inlinguistics・text・referstoanypassagethatconstitutesaunified
wholewhich,whetherspoken orwritten,anativespeakerwouldhavenodifficulty in
recognizingasaunifiedwhole,notjustacolectionofmutualyunrelatedsentences.
・Text・and・cohesion・inthesesensesbecameestablishedastermsthroughconcepts
suchastheaboveintroducedbyHalidayandHasan(1976).HalidayandHasan(1976)goon
toidentifytwotypesofcohesion,GRAMMATICALCOHESIONandLEXICALCOHESION,
butmaintainthatitisnotnecessarytopaythatmuchattentiontothedifferencebetween
thetwo.
Wecan referthereforeto GRAMMATICAL COHESION and LEXICAL COHESION....The
distinctionbetweengrammaticalandlexicalisrealyonlyoneofdegree,andweneednotmake
toomuchofithere.(Haliday& Hasan,1976,p.6)
Furthermore,HalidayandHasan(1976)countconjunctionamongdevicesofgrammatical
cohesion;theyarguethatitdiffersinnaturefrom theothercohesiverelations,namely
reference,substitution,andelipsis,inthatitisnotmerelyananaphoricrelation.
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Thefourthandfinaltypeofcohesiverelationthatwefindinthegrammaristhatofconjunction.
Conjunctionisratherdifferentinnaturefrom theothercohesiverelations,from bothreference,
ontheonehand,andsubstitutionandelipsisontheother.Itisnotsimplyananaphoricrelation.
(Haliday& Hasan,1976,p.226)
AccordingtoHalidayandHasan(1976),therearefivefunctionsthatcomprisetheconcept
ofcohesion:reference,substitution,elipsis,conjunction,andlexicalcohesion.Moreover,
HalidayandHasan(1976)statethatcohesiveelementsarenotcohesiveinthemselves,but
cohesiveinanindirectwaybecauseofthespecificmeaningstheyhave.
Conjunctiveelementsarecohesivenotinthemselvesbutindirectly,byvirtueoftheirspecific
meanings;theyarenotprimarilydevicesforreachingoutintothepreceding(orfolowing)text,
buttheyexpresscertainmeaningswhichpresupposethepresenceofothercomponentsinthe
discourse.(Haliday& Hasan,1976,p.226)
In thispaper,outofthefiveelementsnoted above,Ifocusmy examination on
conjunction based on theperspectivethateffectiveinstruction in writing forJapanese
learnersofEnglishrequireslearnerstoincreasethecohesionoftextthattheywriteandto
composelogicaltextbymakingeffectiveuseofconjunctions.
Researchthatcomparesthedifferencesintheusageofconjunctiveexpressionsbylearners
andnativespeakersofEnglishisusefulfrom aneducationalperspective.Nevertheless,ifone
istodevelopeducationalimplications,onemuststudystudentsoftheroughlythesameage,
otherwiseitbecomesdifficulttodeterminewhethertheresultsofthecomparisonsbetween
learnersandnativeEnglishspeakersareusefultotheformerornot.Anothertaskuseful
fordeepeningtheresultsofresearchistolookatwhatkindofdifferencestherearebetween
JapaneselearnersandlearnersofEnglishfrom othermothertonguebackgrounds.
GrangerandTyson(1996)comparedtheusageofconjunctionsinessayswrittenbyFrench
learnersofEnglishintheInternationalCorpusofLearnerEnglish(ICLE)withnativespeakersof
Englishandreportedfindingthatwhilelearnersoveruseconjunctionsthataddinformation
andexpresscoordination/apposition,theytendtounderuseconjunctionsthatshowcontrast
andconsequences.Withadvancesmadeinlearnercorpusresearch,thereisagrowingbody
ofresearchinvestigatingtrendsintheuseofconjunctionsinwritingbybothlearnersand
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Table1:TypesofconjunctiveexpressionsaccordingtoHaliday& Hasan(1976)
Additive:and,furthermore,thatis,inthesameway,etc.
Adversative:yet,but,however,actualy,onthecontrary,etc.
Causal:so,hence,therefore,inthatcase,etc.
Temporal:then,afterthat,previously,intheend,etc.
nativespeakersofEnglish.Thesepreviousstudieshaveshownthattoconstructanessayof
highreadability,itisnecessaryforthecontentofeachparagraphtobecoherent,foritwil
beeasyforthereadertounderstand,andforthesentencestobeconnectedappropriately.
Crewe(1990)hasconductedresearchcomparingnativeEnglishspeakersandlearnersof
English.Crewe(1990)suggeststhatoverusingconjunctiveexpressionsmaybeseenasaway
of・disguisingpoorwriting,・andthatiftheyaregoingtobeusederroneouslyortheir
overusecausestheirargumentstowander,itisbetterthattheybeavoided.
WehaveseenthatlogicalconnectivesarefrequentlymisusedbyESLwriters.Notonlyarethey
usedwitherroneousmeanings(e.g.・onthecontrary・isusedfor・ontheotherhand・;・infact・is
usedwithoutregardtoitsconfessionalnuance),buttheyareover-used.Over-useatbestclutters
upthetextunnecessarily,andatworstcausesthethreadoftheargumenttozigzagabout,as
eachconnectivepointsitinadifferentdirection.(Crewe,1990,p.324)
InastudyofsecondlanguagelearnersofEnglish,Ferris(1994)analyzedessaysby160
studentsofEnglishasasecondlanguage(nativespeakersofArabic,Chinese,Japanese,and
Spanish)whorespondedtoanessaypromptabouttheeffectsofcultureshock.Ferris(1994)
brokedowntheresultsintotwogroupsbasedonoverallevelsandfoundthattheupper
groupusedconjunctiveexpressionswithgreaterfrequency,andthatthefrequencycorrelated
withtheessayscores.
Thegreaterproductionofothertextvariablesbymoreadvancedacquirerssuggeststhattheyhave
morelexicalandsyntactictoolsavailablewhentheyapproachawritingtask.Examplesofthis
includethemorefrequentuseofspecificlexicalcategories(e.g.,emphatics,hedges)andthe
greaterproductionofdifficultsyntacticconstructions(e.g.,stativeforms,participialconstructions,
relativeclausesandotheradverbialclauses).(Ferris,1994,p.417)
Narita,SatoandSugiura(2004)quantitativelyanalyzedtheuseofEnglishconjunctions
byJapaneseuniversitystudentsusingtheJapaneselearnersub-corpusdataoftheICLE,an
EnglishlearnercorpusprojectwhichcontainsalargevolumeofessaysinEnglishcomposed
byJapaneseuniversitystudents.Theyfoundthat,comparedtonativeEnglish-speaking
universitystudents,1)Japanesestudentstendtooveruseconjunctions,2)thatthereare
conjunctions that are underused,3)and that the position used for conjunctions is
predominantlylimitedtothebeginningofsentences.Similarresultshavebeenreportedfor
learnersofEnglishfrom othermothertonguebackgroundsaswel(Altenberg&Tapper,1998;
Granger& Tyson,1996).
NaritaandSugiura(2006)studiedtheuseofEnglishconjunctionsbyJapaneseuniversity
studentsusingtheICLEJapaneselearnersub-corpusandargumentativeLOCNESS-US,which
isthecomponent of the Louvain Corpus of Native English Essays that contains
argumentativeessaysbyAmericanuniversitystudents.Twenty-fiveconjunctionsstudied
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werechosen based on grammarsby Quirk etal.(1985)and Biberetal.(1999).These
conjunctionsweredividedintofourcategoriesaccordingtotheirsemanticroles:1)enumeration/
addition,2)coordination/apposition,3)result/inference,and4)contrast/concession.Upon
quantitativelyanalyzingthefrequencyofuseoftheseconjunctionsandthepositionsin
whichtheyareused(beginning,middle,orendofsentence),theyfoundthatcomparedtonative
Englishspeakers,JapaneselearnersofEnglishtendtooveruseconjunctions,andusethem
morefrequentlyatthebeginningofsentences.
2.Method
Basedonthesepreviousstudies,inthisstudyIarbitrarilychoseseveralofthe25
conjunctionschosenbyNaritaandSugiura(2006)thatJapaneseuniversitystudentsoveruse,
comparedacorpusoftextsbylearnersofEnglishfrom othermothertonguebackgrounds
withacorpusoftextsbynativespeakers,andexaminedtrendsseenamonglearnersof
Englishfrom differentmothertonguebackgrounds.NaritaandSugiura(2006)studiednot
conjunctionsbutadverbialwordsandphrasesdefinedbyQuirketal.(1985)as・conjuncts・
andbyBiberetal.(1999)as・linkingadverbials・intheircomparisonofexamplesofusein
EnglishparagraphsbyJapaneselearnersofEnglishwithlearnersofEnglishwhosenative
languagesarenotJapanese.
Inthepresentstudy,IelectedtouseasimilarmethodasNaritaandSugiura(2006),
choosingfivesub-corporaoftextsbylearnersofEnglishfrom differentmothertongue
backgrounds.ThereasonisbecauseinEnglishessayswrittenbyJapaneseuniversitystudents,
thereismuchconfusionofconjunctionsandadverbs,andalsothetypesofconjunctionstend
tobelimited,andastheresult,theuseofconjunctionscanberegardedasoneofmajor
issuesforJapaneselearnersofEnglish.Sincethisstudyinvestigatesnotjustcorporaof
JapaneselearnersofEnglishandnativeEnglishspeakersbutalsosub-corporaoflearnersof
Englishfrom othermothertonguebackgrounds,Ididnotinvestigateal25oftheEnglish
conjunctionslaid outby Narita and Sugiura (2006),butonly thosein foursemantic
categories,namely enumeration/addition,coordination/apposition,result/inference,and
contrast/concession.
Threeresearchquestionsweresetasfolows:
RQ 1:Isthefrequency ofEnglish conjunctionspresumedtobeoverusedby Japanese
universitystudents(EFLstudents)roughlythesameasEnglishlearnersfrom othermother
tonguebackgrounds?Isthereadifferenceobservedwiththatofnativespeakers?
RQ 2:WhenJapaneseuniversitystudentsandothernon-nativeEnglishlearnersuseEnglish
conjunctions,wheredotheyplacethem mostfrequentlyinsentences?
RQ 3:Isthereanynotabletendencyintheuseofconjunctionsbynon-nativeEnglish
learnersofdifferentmothertonguebackgrounds?
Tobeginwith,theconjunctionsemployedintheresearchconductedbyNaritaand
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Sugiura(2006)areshowninTable2.
3.CorporaUsed
Thedatausedweretakenfrom theJapanese,Chinese,Russian,Bulgarian,andTurkish
sub-corporaofthesecondversionofICLEv2,whichcontainsargumentativeessaysofat
least500wordseachwrittenbythird-andfourth-yearuniversitystudentsin16countries.
ThereasonIchosetheJapaneselearnerandothersub-corporalistedabovefrom the16
nationalsub-corporacontainedinICLEv2isthatthesefivesub-corporaaremadeupentirely
ofargumentativeessays,andassuchtheydonotcontaintextsofdifferingtypes,suchas
literarywriting.ThenumberofwordsperessayinICLEv2variesfrom sub-corpustosub-
corpus,butaverage617words.
Forthepurposesofcomparisonwiththeselearnersub-corpora,Iusedthedatafrom
argumentative English essays written by 176 American university students thatare
containedintheLouvainCorpusofNativeEnglishEssays(LOCNESS-US),whichisacorpus
ofaround149,574writtenwordsbyAmericanuniversitystudentscompiledwiththesame
conditionsasICLE.
Amongthe10conjunctionsthatNaritaandSugiura(2006)foundtobecomparatively
highlyusedbyJapaneseuniversitystudents,namely・forexample,・・however,・・ofcourse,・
・therefore,・・first,・・moreover,・・inaddition,・・thatistosay,・・next,・and・asaresult,・I
chosetolookatthetopthreeintermsoffrequency,specificaly・forexample,・・however,・
and・ofcourse.・AnoverviewofdataforeachisshowninTable3.
As for the research method,from each sub-corpus Iused a computer software
WordSmithversion6toautomaticalysearchandidentifyalinstancesofusetogether
with information in thecontextofsearch stringsmatching therelevantconjunctions,
visualyconfirmedaloftheseusageexamples,andexaminedtheirfrequencyandposition
withinsentences.
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Table2:Conjunctionsexamined(Narita& Sugiura,2006)
Semanticcategory Conjunctions
Enumeration/addition first,next,inaddition,similarly,also,furthermore,likewise,moreover,
besides
Coordination/apposition forexample,forinstance,thatistosay
Result/inference therefore,thus,then,asaresult,hence,ofcourse
Contrast/concession ontheotherhand,incontrast,however,yet,instead,nevertheless,stil
4.Results
Tobeginwith,inthisstudyIsearchedforthephrase・forexample,・whichisthought
to beoverused by Japaneseuniversity students,using theMorestatistics:occurrences
functionunderStatisticsavailableforjointcorpuscolectionandlinguisticqueryavailablein
ICLEv2.TheresultsareshowninTable4.Furthermore,giventhefindingbyNaritaand
Sugiura(2006)thatJapaneselearnersofEnglishhaveastrongtendencytouseconjunctions
atthebeginningofsentences,IcomparedtheBulgarian,Chinese,Russian,andTurkishsub-
corporawiththecorpusofnativeEnglishspeakers.
IfirstreframedthefindingsshowninTable5intermsofoccurrencesper100,000words,as
thefrequencyofuseof・forexample・differsaccordingtoeachsub-corpus.Asaresult,it
becameclearthatthefrequencyandpositionofuseof・forexample・variesamongnon-
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Table3:BreakdownofICLEv2
Sub-corpusbynative
languageoflearner
No.ofessays No.ofwords
Bulgarian 302 200,194
Chinese 982 490,617
Czech 243 201,687
Dutch 263 234,723
Finnish 390 274,628
French 347 226,922
German 437 229,698
Italian 392 224,222
Japanese 366 198,241
Norwegian 317 211,725
Polish 365 233,920
Russian 276 229,584
Spanish 251 198,131
Swedish 355 200,033
Turkish 280 199,532
Tswana 519 199,173
ICLEv2 6,085 3,753,030
Table4:LOCNESS-US(corpusofargumentativeessaysbyAmericanuniversitystudents)
Totalnumberofwords:149,574
Numberofessays:176
Numberofwords(notcountingthesamewordsthatappeartwiceormore):11,022
nativespeakersofEnglish.Specificaly,JapaneseandTurkishlearnersused・forexample・
atthebeginningofsentencesatamuchhigherratethanotherlearnersofEnglish.Inthe
caseofJapaneselearnersofEnglish,itoccurredwithafrequencyof133.17per100,000
words,whichisfarhigherthanothersub-corpora.Moreover,therewere106.94instances
per100,000wordsof・forexample・beingusedatthebeginningofasentence,makingit
clearthatJapaneselearnersoveruse・forexample・morethan learnersfrom theother
mothertonguebackgrounds.Onelikelyreasonisinterferencefrom thenativelanguage
stemmingfrom thetendencyofJapanesepeopletoavoidassertiveexpressionsandtherefore
use・forexample・inplaceoftheJapanesehedgeword・tatoeba.・
Bulgarian,Chinese,Russian,andTurkishlearnersalsouse・forexample・withahigher
totalfrequencythannativeEnglishspeakers,buttherewasnoindicationthattheyoveruse
itatthebeginningofsentencesasinthecaseofJapaneselearners.Oneunanticipated
findingwasthattheuseof・forexample・atthebeginningofsentenceswasmorefrequent
amongnativeEnglishspeakersthanbyBulgarian,Chinese,andRussianlearners.
Next,Iperformedasearchfor・however.・TheresultsareshowninTable6.
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Table6:Searchresultsfor・however・
Standardizedfrequencyofuseper100,000words
Sub-corpusby
nativelanguage
Total
frequency
Useatthe
beginning
ofsentence
Usewithin
sentence
Total
frequency
Useatthe
beginningof
sentence
Usewithin
sentence
Bulgarian 150 38 112 74.93 18.98 55.95
Chinese 701 401 300 142.88 81.73 61.15
Japanese 150 107 43 75.67 53.97 21.69
Russian 46 46 33 20.04 20.04 14.37
Turkish 95 70 25 47.61 35.08 12.53
LOCNESS-US 190 116 74 126.92 77.49 49.43
Table5:Searchresultsfor・forexample・
Standardizedfrequencyofuseper100,000words
Sub-corpusby
nativelanguage
Total
frequency
Useatthe
beginning
ofsentence
Usewithin
sentence
Total
frequency
Useatthe
beginningof
sentence
Usewithin
sentence
Bulgarian 166 48 118 82.92 23.98 58.94
Chinese 224 63 161 45.66 12.84 32.82
Japanese 264 212 52 133.17 106.94 26.23
Russian 110 14 96 47.91 6.10 41.81
Turkish 122 96 26 61.14 48.11 13.03
LOCNESS-US 74 53 21 49.43 35.40 14.03
Wecanseefrom thesearchresultsof・however・thatChineselearnershadthehighest
rateofoccurrenceper100,000wordsat142.88,folowedbynativeEnglishspeakersat126.92.
Likewise,useatthebeginningofsentenceswasveryhighamongChineselearnersand
nativeEnglishspeakers,with81.73and77.49occurrencesper100,000words,respectively.
Japaneselearnersuseditatarateof75.67.Nevertheless,53.97occurrencesper100,000
wordsof・however・beingusedatthebeginningofsentences,whichmaynotamountto
overuseamongthefivesub-corpora,indicatesthatwhen・however・wasusedbyJapanese
learners,itwasusedataveryhighrateatthebeginningofsentences.
Incontrast,itisclearfrom Table6thatRussianandTurkishlearnersunderused・how-
ever.・
Lastly,Iperformedasearchof・ofcourse,・whichNaritaandSugiura(2006)foundtobe
overusedbyJapaneselearnersofEnglish.Table7showstheresults.
Thesearch resultsshow thatTurkish learnersofEnglish used・ofcourse・atthe
highestfrequency,with 95.22 occurrencesper100,000 words,folowed wel behind by
Japaneselearnersat57.51occurrences.Itisalsoclearfrom Table7thatbothlearnergroups
frequentlyused・ofcourse・atthebeginningofsentences.Bycontrast,Chineselearnersused
itwiththelowestfrequency,folowedbynativeEnglishspeakers.Inbothoftheselatter
corpora,thefrequencyofuseof・ofcourse・atthebeginningofsentenceswaslow.
5.Analysis
Comparedwith nativespeakersofEnglish andotherlearnersofEnglish,Japanese
learnerstendtooveruse・forexample,・andhaveanespecialystrongtendencytousethe
phraseatthebeginningofsentences.Asstatedabove,itispossiblethatthisistheresult
oftransferfrom theirnativelanguage,Japanese.
Withregardto・however,・ChineselearnersandnativeEnglishspeakersuseitfrequently
atthebeginningofsentences,thoughJapaneselearnersdonotnecessarilyoveruseit.
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Table7:Searchresultsfor・ofcourse・
Standardizedfrequencyofuseper100,000words
Sub-corpusby
nativelanguage
Total
frequency
Useatthe
beginning
ofsentence
Usewithin
sentence
Total
frequency
Useatthe
beginningof
sentence
Usewithin
sentence
Bulgarian 86 20 66 42.96 9.99 32.97
Chinese 42 27 15 8.56 5.50 3.06
Japanese 114 74 40 57.51 37.33 20.18
Russian 109 26 47 47.48 11.32 20.47
Turkish 190 116 47 95.22 58.14 23.56
LOCNESS-US 26 14 12 17.37 9.35 8.02
Thefrequencyofuseof・ofcourse・byTurkishlearnersstandsoutasparticularlyhigh.
Itisworthstudyinginthefuturewhetherthisistheresultofinterferencebytheirnative
language.
Giventhesefindings,Idecidedtoperform anulhypothesistesttodeterminewhether
therearestatisticaldifferencesinthefrequenciesandin-sentencepositionsrepresentedin
Tables5through7.Inthecurrentstudy,Ianalyzedtheuseof・forexample,・・however,・
and・ofcourse・usingPearson・schi-squaredtest.Theresultshowedthateachexceededthe
significancethresholdof0.1％,meaningthatthenulhypothesiswasrejectedconcerningthe
frequenciesofaloftheconjunctionsandpositions(p＜.001).Putdifferently,theanalysisled
totheconclusionthatthereisastatisticalysignificantdifferencebetweennativespeakersof
Englishandnon-nativelearnersofEnglishregardingthefrequencyofuseof・forexample,・
・however,・and・ofcourse,・andthefrequenciesatwhichtheyappearatthebeginningof
sentencesandwithinsentences.
Giventhisfinding,wecanconcludethat,nomatterwhatthemothertonguebackground
oftheEnglishlearneris,itisimportanttouseconjunctionscorrectlyinordertowrite
paragraphsthathavethenecessarylogicalflowandreadlikenaturalEnglish.
6.PedagogicalImplications
Concerningmethodsofinstructiononlearningconjunctions,GrangerandTyson(1996)
notetheimportanceforstudentstopaymoreattentiontohow conjunctionsareusedand
positioned.
Itisnecessarytoplacemoreemphasisonhowtouseconnectors,layingstressonexaminingtheiruse
inauthentictexts.Thedistinctionsbetweenconnectors,whethersyntacticorsemantic,areoften
slightanddifficulttograspandtherefore,asZamel(1984)says,studentsmustlearntodifferentiate
individuallinkingdevicessemanticaly.Asforsyntax,studentsneedtolearntheflexibilityof
connector-positioning,againbystudyingauthentictexts.(Granger& Tyson,1996,p.25)
Giventhatconjunctionsworktoimpartcohesiontotext,conjunctiveandreferential
expressionsplayanimportantroleinconveyingthethoughtsofthewriteraswelas
constructingcohesiverelationshipsamongthesentencesandpassagesthatrepresentthose
thoughts.Ifconjunctiveexpressionsareusedproperly,theclarityofcontentandreadability
ofatextcanberaised(Flowerdew & Tauroza,1995).Nevertheless,asCrewe(1990)notes,
determiningwhatkindsofcohesiverelationshipstoconstructandwithwhatfrequencyto
usecohesiveexpressionscanbeadifficulttaskevenfornativespeakers,makingitalthe
moredifficultforlearnersofEnglishtousethem correctlyandappropriately.
Whilecohesioncontributestotheunderstandingofmeaningintext,someresearchers
(Carrel,1982;Brown & Yule,1983;Maxwel & Falick,1992)haveargued thatthereisno
guaranteethatcoherenceenhancesconsistencyinthecontentoftext,orwhatHalidayand
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Hasan(1976)calthe・coherence・ofdiscourse.Incontrast,somestudies(Fitzgerald& Spiegel,
1986)havesuggestedthatthereexistsaproportionalrelationshipbetween cohesion and
coherence.AsHalidayandHasan(1976)showed,cohesionisaphenomenoninherentinthe
conjunctionsanddemonstrativesinatext,soitispossibletoidentifythepresenceor
absenceofcohesiverelationshipsusingindicatorssuchasfrequencyofoccurrence.Coherence,on
the other hand,is a subjective indicator thatshows the degree to which semantic
connectionsarepresentinthetextfrom thepointofview ofthereader.Itistherefore
difficulttorepresentobjectivelythedegreeofcoherenceofatext.
Inotherwords,coherenceexiststoareaderthathasspecificbackgroundknowledge,
butbecausetheindicatorsofcohesionandcoherenceareobjectiveandsubjectiverespectively,
itisextremelydifficulttoverifyarelationshipbetweenthetwo.
Forthesereasons,in thecontextofteaching writing,itisnecessary toseethat
conjunctionsarebeingusedproperlyandinamannerthatdoesnotimpedethereader・s
semanticinterpretation,andtoexaminewhetherthetrendintheusageofmethodsof
expressionvarydependingondifferencesinwritingability.WhenstudentslearningEnglish
asaforeignlanguageapproachthetaskofwriting,theyshouldfirstlearnhowtoimprove
thecohesionmoresothanthecoherenceofthetexttheywrite,andthroughtheexplicit
useofdemonstratives,conjunctions,etc.,constructtextwhosesentencesareconnected.
7.Conclusion
The results ofthe presentstudy showed thatthere are statisticaly significant
differencesamong corporaofnativeEnglish speakersandoflearnersofEnglish from
differentmothertonguebackgroundsinthefrequencyofconjunctionsusedandtheposition
inwhichtheyareused.
Therewerethreeresearchquestionssetforthisstudy.Regardingthefirstquestion,the
analysisyieldedstatisticalysignificantresultsindicatingthatJapaneselearnersofEnglish
overuse・forexample・anduseitwithahighfrequencyatthebeginningofsentences.
Likewise,TurkishlearnersofEnglishexhibitedasimilartrendfor・ofcourse.・Asforthe
secondresearchquestion,theanalysisproducedstatisticalysignificantresultsshowingthat
thepositionsatwhichtheconjunctions・forexample,・・however,・and・ofcourse・areused
differently among thevarioussub-corpora and also differsignificantly from a native
speakers・corpus.Regardingthethirdquestion,althoughthereweredifferencesseeninthe
frequencyandusageoftheaboveconjunctionsamonglearnersfrom differentmothertongue
backgrounds,itcould notbedetermined in thisstudy whetherthosedifferencesare
attributabletotransferencefrom therespectivenativelanguagesofthelearners,orwhether
theyaretheresultoftheEnglishlanguageeducationreceivedbythelearners,orwhether
thereareotherfactorsinvolved.
Asanextensionofthisresearch,Iwishtolookinmoredetailattrendsintheusage
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ofconjunctionsbylearnersofdifferentmothertonguebackgroundsaswelasbynative
speakersandexaminethevariousfactorscontributingtodifferences,ultimatelywiththe
aim ofconstructingstrategiestoinstructJapaneseEnglishlearnerstowriteEnglishwith
cohesion.
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